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Self-determination theory proposes a multidimensional conceptualization of motivation comprising autonomous and controlled
forms. Whereas autonomous motivation relates positively to individuals’ optimal functioning (e.g., well-being, performance),
controlled motivation is less beneficial. To be able to use self-determination theory in the field of organizational behaviour, the
Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale was developed and tested using data from 3435 workers in seven languages and nine
countries. Factorial analyses indicated that the 19-item scale has the same factor structure across the seven languages.
Convergent and discriminant validity tests across the countries also indicate that the psychological needs for autonomy,
competence, and relatedness as well as the theoretically derived antecedents to work motivation (e.g., leadership and job
design) are predictably related to the different forms of motivation, which in turn are predictably related to important work
outcomes (e.g., well-being, commitment, performance, and turnover intentions). Implications for the development of organiza-
tional research based on self-determination theory are discussed.
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In a time of globalization, contemporary theories of
organizational behaviour need to be applicable across
cultural, economic, and labour conditions. Research con-
sequently needs to focus on the cross-cultural validation
of motivation theories (Steers, Mowday, & Shapiro,
2004). One theory that is receiving increasing cross-
cultural support in various life domains is self-determi-
nation theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985a). SDT offers a
multidimensional conceptualization of motivation,
allowing for the assessment of both the level and quality
of motivation. The present research focused on validat-
ing a new measure that captures motivation using SDT in
the work context, in an attempt to overcome recurrent
validity and psychometric problems of previous mea-
sures. We validated the newly proposed scale across
different cultures to test its psychometric properties in
several languages. Specifically, the nine countries (i.e.,
Canada, Belgium, France, Senegal, United Kingdom,
Norway, Switzerland, China, and Indonesia) in which
data were collected varied in terms of cultural back-
ground, economic situation, political regime, and labour
conditions, but the samples also varied in terms of
industry, organizational structure, and jobs. Though we
did not assess prevailing cultural values, Hofstede’s
(2001) studies point out that the participating samples
vary in terms of collectivism and power distance, though
some of these values are changing in the younger gen-
erations (e.g., Wang & Gagné, 2013). We begin with
providing a description of SDT and describing the new
scale before testing its validity.
SELF-DETERMINATION THEORY
SDT proposes a multidimensional view on motivation
and specifies how these different types of motivation can
be promoted or discouraged. Three major categories of
motivation are discerned. First, amotivation is defined as
the absence of motivation towards an activity. Second,
intrinsic motivation is defined as doing an activity for its
own sake, that is, because it is interesting and enjoyable
in itself. Third, extrinsic motivation refers to engaging in
the activity for instrumental reasons, such as receiving
rewards and approval, avoiding punishments or criti-
cism, boosting one’s self-esteem, or reaching a person-
ally valued goal. Given this diversity of instrumental
reasons, SDT specifies different subtypes of extrinsic
motivation, which vary in their internalization.
Internalization refers to taking in a value-driven or
goal-driven activity that was initially regulated by exter-
nal factors, such as rewards or punishments, so that it
becomes internally regulated (Deci & Ryan, 2000). A
first form of extrinsic motivation, which is completely
noninternalized, is external regulation. It refers to doing
an activity to obtain rewards or avoid punishments admi-
nistered by others. Then, introjected regulation refers to
the regulation of behaviour out of internally pressuring
forces, such as ego-involvement, shame, and guilt. This
form of internalization is experienced as controlling
(Ryan & Connell, 1989). Finally, identified regulation
refers to doing an activity because one identifies with its
value or meaning and accepts it as one’s own, such that
this form of internalization is volitional. Identification
differs from intrinsic motivation in that the activity is
not done out of inherent satisfaction, but for the instru-
mental value it represents.
Several researchers have merged external and intro-
jected regulations into a controlled motivation composite
score, and combined identified and intrinsic motivation
into an autonomous motivation composite score (e.g.,
Vansteenkiste, Lens, De Witte, De Witte, & Deci,
2004). In contrast to controlled motivation and amotiva-
tion, autonomous motivation has been found to yield the
most desirable behavioural, attitudinal, and affective out-
comes (Deci & Ryan, 2008). However, depending on the
research question, it is sometimes better to use the first-
order factors (i.e., external, introjected, identified and
intrinsic motivation), as these motivational subtypes
have in some cases been found to yield different beha-
vioural and attitudinal outcomes in certain domains, like
environmentalism (Pelletier, Tuson, Green-Demers,
Noels, & Beaton, 1998) and politics (Koestner, Losier,
Vallerand, & Carducci, 1996). Therefore, a scale tapping
into each of the different motivation forms is necessary.
THE MULTIDIMENSIONAL WORK
MOTIVATION SCALE
Well validated SDT-based motivation scales already
exist in other life domains, such as academics and sports
(e.g., Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Guay, Vallerand, &
Blanchard, 2000; Pelletier et al., 1995; Ryan &
Connell, 1989; Vallerand et al., 1992). As for the work
domain, Blais, Brière, Lachance, Riddle, and Vallerand
(1993) published the first SDT-based work motivation
measure in French. Internal reliability problems with the
external regulation subscale (Cronbach’s alphas in the
.50s), and face validity problems encouraged Tremblay,
Blanchard, Villeneuve, Taylor, and Pelletier (2009) as
well as Gagné et al. (2010) to improve the scale (simul-
taneously in French and English). These scales, however,
still had some problems, as we discuss later, which led to
the development and validation of the Multidimensional
Work Motivation Scale (MWMS), presented herein. The
MWMS assesses work motivation at the domain level of
analysis (Vallerand, 1997), which differs from other
scales that measure work motivation for different tasks
within a particular job (e.g., Fernet, Senécal, Guay,
Marsh, & Dowson, 2008). The MWMS intends to
improve over previous scales in four ways.
First, most SDT-based measures of motivation follow
the SDT tradition of asking people why they do an
activity (e.g., practising a sport, pursuing an education)
by asking them to rate statements reflecting different
types of behavioural regulations (Ryan & Connell,
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1989). For example, following the stem “Why do you do
this job?”, previous scales included items such as “for
the pay check” (Blais et al., 1993) or “for the income it
provides me” (Tremblay et al., 2009). Although such a
stem might work in other domains such as sports, in the
work domain, it may be problematic. As employment is
defined as a contract of service between an employee
rendering a service to an employer in exchange for
money, people are likely to report that they do work
for money. In line with SDT and the core elements of
effort (i.e., intensity, duration, and direction; De
Cooman, De Gieter, Pepermans, Jegers, & Van Acker,
2009), items of the MWMS more strongly and clearly
reflect the contingency between workers’ effort expendi-
tures and the rewards they receive. Accordingly, we
modified the stem of the MWMS for “Why do you or
would you put efforts into your current job?” to reflect
the amount of effort people put into their job. This new
stem also focuses on actual (“do”) and intended
(“would”) efforts, in order to more fully capture people’s
motives (both actual and latent) to do their job.
A second improvement over previous scales is that
the external and introjected regulation subscales of the
MWMS were created to balance out approach and
avoidance motives, thereby avoiding the possible con-
found between external/introjected regulations and
approach/avoidance motivation (Assor, Vansteenkiste,
& Kaplan, 2009). In previous scales external regulation
items were mostly approach oriented, focusing on the
pursuit of rewards and praise, whereas introjected
items were mostly avoidance oriented, focusing on
the avoidance of guilt and shame. The MWMS
includes both approach and avoidance for external
and introjected regulation. In addition, we included
external regulation items focusing on material (e.g.,
money) as well as social rewards (e.g., praise), because
both are important in the work context (Stajkovic &
Luthans, 1997).
Third, we made sure that no items tapped into other
related constructs, such as the satisfaction of the needs
for autonomy, competence, and relatedness, intrinsic and
extrinsic values, and harmonious and obsessive passion
(Grouzet et al., 2005; Vallerand et al., 2003; Van den
Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, Soenens, & Lens,
2010; Vansteenkiste et al., 2007). For example, previous
amotivation items resembled low satisfaction of the need
for competence (e.g., “I ask myself this question, I don’t
seem to be able to manage the important tasks related to
this work”; Tremblay et al., 2009), and identification
items resembled the intrinsic value of affiliation (e.g.,
“Because, in my opinion, it is one of the best ways to
meet people; Pelletier et al., 1995). Finally, in order to
achieve cross-cultural equivalence, items were written so
that they could be endorsed in most cultures. For exam-
ple, previous work motivation scales (Blais et al., 1993;
Tremblay et al., 2009) have included an item to measure
introjected regulation that stated “Because I have to be a
‘winner’ in life”, which was poorly endorsed in collecti-
vistic and high power-distance cultures.
Testing for convergent and discriminant
validity
To test for convergent and discriminant validity, we
followed Gagné and Deci’s (2005) model, in which
managerial behaviours and job design affect the satisfac-
tion of three basic psychological needs, which in turn
influence autonomous motivation more than controlled
motivation. Autonomous motivation in turn is theorized
to increase employee functioning. Unlike in Gagné and
Deci, however, we tried to make predictions for each
type of regulation based on the theory. We chose out-
comes that have been studied in SDT research and in the
field of organizational psychology, namely, affective
commitment (Gagné, Chemolli, Forest, & Koestner,
2008), well-being (i.e., vitality; Ryan & Frederick,
1997), psychological distress (emotional exhaustion;
Fernet, Gagné, & Austin, 2010), job effort (Kuvaas,
2006), and turnover intentions (Gagné, 2003). As there
is solid evidence from research in other life domains that
SDT is cross-culturally valid (e.g., Chirkov & Ryan,
2001; Chirkov, Ryan, Kim, & Kaplan, 2003; Deci
et al., 2001; Sheldon et al., 2004), we expected to find
that relations between antecedents and outcomes of work
motivation would be equivalent across the sampled
countries.
Measures of need satisfaction were included in five
language subsamples. Across the different language sam-
ples, it was expected that autonomy, competence, and
relatedness need satisfaction would be positively related
to intrinsic and identified regulation, and that autonomy
and relatedness need satisfaction would be unrelated to
introjected and external regulation, as they are incompa-
tible with feeling pressured. Following the logic of locus
of control theory (Rotter, 1954), competence need satis-
faction was expected to relate positively to all motivation
forms except amotivation, to which all three needs were
expected to relate negatively.
With respect to leadership, autonomy-supportive
managerial behaviour was expected to relate positively
to both forms of autonomous motivation, not to relate to
any form of controlled motivation, and to relate nega-
tively to amotivation (Baard, Deci, & Ryan, 2004; Deci
et al., 2001). We also used the theory of full range
leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1989), using Avolio, Bass,
and Jung’s (1999) four emerging leadership styles: trans-
formational leadership, contingent reward leadership,
active management by exception and passive leadership
(which merges passive management by exception and
laissez-faire leadership).1 It was expected that transfor-
mational leadership (which shares many components
1A CFA of our own data revealed good support for the same
factor structure.
180 GAGNÉ ET AL.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
by
 [K
U 
Le
uv
en
 U
niv
ers
ity
 L
ibr
ary
] a
t 0
9:4
6 1
5 J
an
ua
ry
 20
16
 
with autonomy support; Wang & Gagné, 2013) would be
positively related to both forms of autonomous motiva-
tion, unrelated to any form of controlled motivation, and
negatively related to amotivation. Contingent reward
leadership should be positively related to both controlled
and autonomous forms of motivation, and negatively
related to amotivation, because items measuring contin-
gent reward leadership focus exclusively on providing
clear directions and positive feedback in exchange for
performance (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Research on the
provision of structure has shown that it can promote
autonomous motivation in school children (Farkas &
Grolnick, 2010), and research on positive feedback has
found that it relates positively to intrinsic motivation, in
contrast to tangible contingent rewards (which are not
assessed in this subscale), which tend to be negatively
related to intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner, & Ryan,
1999). Active management by exception, defined as
active monitoring and punishment behaviour, was
expected to be negatively related to autonomous motiva-
tion and amotivation, and positively related to both
forms of controlled motivation. Passive leadership,
defined as noncontingent punishment behaviour and
neglect, would be negatively related to autonomous and
controlled motivation, and positively related to amotiva-
tion. Finally, with respect to job design, it was expected
in line with most job design theories (Parker & Ohly,
2008) that an enriched job would be positively related to
autonomous motivation, because it adds stimulation and
meaning, be unrelated to controlled motivation as it
should not increase or decrease pressure but instead
add stimulation, and be negatively related to
amotivation.
Consistent with SDT and also with past research, it
was expected that autonomous motivation would be
positively correlated to positive outcomes (i.e., affective
commitment, well-being, and job effort), and negatively
to negative outcomes (i.e., turnover intentions and psy-
chological distress). We expected that controlled forms
of motivation would be negatively related to well-being,
unrelated to affective commitment, and positively related
to job effort, based on the idea that these forms of
motivation are fuelled by pressure. Finally, we expected
amotivation to have the opposite pattern from autono-
mous motivation with the outcomes. Notably, with
regards to performance, we tested whether identified
motivation may be more strongly related to various
aspects of work performance than intrinsic motivation
as some job tasks are not very interesting or enjoyable
and therefore unlikely to generate intrinsic motivation
(Gagné & Deci, 2005).
For reasons of feasibility and economy, we split these
hypotheses across the samples. Though this method does
not allow for a full cross-cultural comparison of the
strength of relations between constructs, it provides a
preliminary test of the convergent and discriminant
validity of the new scale. As there is solid evidence
from research in other life domains that SDT is cross-
culturally valid (e.g., Chirkov et al., 2003; Deci et al.,
2001), we expected to find that relations between ante-
cedents and outcomes of work motivation would be
equivalent across the sampled countries.
METHOD
Phase 1: Creation of the Multidimensional
Work Motivation Scale
In brief, an initial pool of 55 items were tested. This pool
included items from Gagné et al. (2010), as well as new
items created simultaneously in French, English, and
Dutch by the first five authors. These items were tested
among a heterogeneous set of 500 employees in Canada
(in French and English) and in Belgium (in Dutch). We
conducted exploratory factor analyses and examined
relations between each item and feelings of autonomy,
competence, and relatedness (Van den Broeck et al.,
2010). Items were retained that (1) adequately loaded
on their respective factor across the three languages (i.e.,
loadings > .50), (2) did not cross-load on other subscales
(i.e., loadings < .20), and (3) were logically most
strongly related to the three needs. Based on these ana-
lyses, 32 items were kept, none of which were from
Gagné et al. (2010).
Phase 2: Factorial structure of the MWMS
We conducted a second round of data collection in nine
countries (see Table 1 for sample characteristics) to
examine the factor structure of the MWMS.
Participants completed a questionnaire containing the
MWMS along with other scales, either in a paper-and-
pencil format or through a Web-based platform, during
or outside of working hours. Anonymity or confidenti-
ality was ensured and consent was obtained from all
participants. The goal was to obtain a succinct measure
with internally consistent subscales for amotivation,
external regulation (with the approach and avoidance
items of social and material external regulation items
all loading onto one factor), introjected regulation (with
approach/avoidance items on one factor), identified reg-
ulation, and intrinsic motivation, that is a five-factor
structure. Additionally, we aimed to achieve a three-
factor second-order structure based on SDT’s principle
that external and introjected regulations represent con-
trolled motivation, identified regulation and intrinsic
motivation represent autonomous motivation, and amo-
tivation stands on its own (Deci & Ryan, 2000).
Exploratory factor analyses on the French, English,
and Dutch samples led to the scale being reduced to a
final 19 items with three to six items per factor (see
Appendix). Confirmatory factor analyses were then con-
ducted to (1) validate the fit in the French, English, and
Dutch samples, (2) examine the fit of the factor structure
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in other languages, and (3) examine correlations between
the subscales (Ryan & Connell, 1989). Items were trans-
lated from English to Norwegian, German, Indonesian,
and Chinese, using a backtranslation method. Subscales
that are theoretically contiguous in terms of level of
internalization should correlate positively, whereas scales
that are nonadjacent should not correlate. Amotivation
and intrinsic motivation should be negatively correlated
(e.g., Vallerand et al., 1992).
Results. A few univariate and multivariate outliers (less
than 5%) were found and deleted from the datasets.
Missing values (below 5% at the item level) were
replaced using a regression imputation procedure. CFAs
were conducted using robust maximum likelihood esti-
mation because the normalized Mardia coefficients for
multivariate kurtosis ranged from 44.52 to 126.41 across
the different samples. First, the five-factor model was
tested in French, English, and Dutch. No cross-loadings
were hypothesized and the covariance between the latent
factors of intrinsic motivation and external regulation
was fixed at 0 since SDT postulates that their correlation
should be close to zero or nonsignificant (Gagné et al.,
2010; Ryan & Connell, 1989).2 Fit for this model was
within acceptable range in the three languages (see
Table 2). Three alternative models were also tested
within these languages. The first alternative model con-
sists of seven factors where a second-order factor was
created for material and social external regulation sub-
factors. The second alternative model replicates the five-
factor model but adds second-order factors for autono-
mous and controlled motivation. The third alternative
model is a combination of the first two alternative
models. Support was found for the third alternative
model in the French and English samples, though it
was weaker in Dutch. The second model fitted the data
less well. In contrast, the fit of the first alternative model
was within acceptable range in the three languages (see
Table 2 and Figure 1). Because its Akaike’s information
criterion (AIC) statistic was lower (Kline, 2005), this
model was preferred over the other models and chosen
as the configural model to use for invariance analyses
(Byrne, 2006). Standardized pattern coefficients ranged
from .48 to .96 across the three languages. Correlations
between the latent variables ranged from –.45 to .82,
from –.53 to .80, and from –.38 to .75 in the French,
English, and Dutch samples, respectively.
We then ran CFAs on the four other languages.
Results showed that the chosen model was acceptable
in Norwegian and Indonesian, and close to acceptable in
German and Chinese (see Table 3). Lagrange-Multiplier
tests revealed that the fit of the model in these samples
could be improved by releasing a correlation between the
error terms of the third and fourth items of the introjec-
tion subscale, German, χ2(140) = 231.84, CFI = .92,
RMSEA = .059, Chinese, χ2(140) = 304.30, CFI = .94,
RMSEA = .078. In all, the MWMS is well represented
through five latent factors representing intrinsic motiva-
tion, identified regulation, introjected regulation (includ-
ing approach and avoidance orientation items in one
first-order factor), external regulation as a second-order
factor (where social approach and social avoidance are
combined, and where material approach and material
avoidance are combined in another first-order factor),
and amotivation.
Reliabilities and correlation patterns. As shown in
Table 4, out of 35 alpha coefficients only two (identified
and introjected regulation in German) were below .70,
TABLE 2
Fit statistics of the hypothesized and the alternative models
Language N S-Bχ2 df CFI RMSEA RMSEA 90% CI Model AIC
Hypothesized model French 790 562.68 143 .91 .061 .056, .066 276.68
English 568 633.01 143 .87 .078 .072, .084 347.01
Dutch 530 578.12 143 .85 .076 .069, .082 292.12
Alternative model 1 French 790 463.94 141 .93 .054 .048, .059 181.94
English 568 509.96 141 .90 .068 .062, .074 227.96
Dutch 530 231.78 141 .97 .035 .027, .043 50.22
Alternative model 2 French 790 544.89 141 .91 .060 .055, .066 262.88
English 568 609.03 141 .88 .077 .070, .083 327.03
Dutch 530 564.92 141 .86 .074 .067, .080 264.92
Alternative model 3 French 790 289.23 143 .97 .036 .030, .042 3.23
English 568 473.33 143 .91 .064 .057, .070 187.33
Dutch 530 516.43 143 .87 .070 .064, .077 230.43
Configural invariance French, English and Dutch combined 1888 1400.01 417 .91 .061 .058, .065 566.01
Metric invariance French, English and Dutch combined 1888 1550.14 443 .90 .063 .060, .066 664.14
Structural invariance French, English and Dutch combined 1888 1732.58 463 .90 .066 .063, .069 806.58
S-B = Satorra–Bentler; df = degrees of freedom; CFI = comparative fit index; RMSEA = root mean square error of approximation; CI = confidence
interval; Model AIC = Akaike’s information criterion.
2Freeing up this correlation leads to lower fit indices and the
estimate of the parameter is nonsignificant.
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and a majority were above .80. Correlations between the
factors generally followed the hypothesized correlational
patterns whereby adjacent scales are positively related,
whereas nonadjacent subscales are less strongly related
(Ryan & Connell, 1989). In all samples, amotivation and
intrinsic motivation were negatively related, as expected.
Phase 3: Invariance tests in seven languages
Invariance analyses were conducted to compare the
structure of the scale across languages (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002) using the alternative model 1 as a base-
line model. We tested whether the factor structure
Figure 1. Factor structure of the MWMS (alternative model 1).
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(configural invariance), the pattern coefficients (metric
invariance), and whether the correlations between latent
factors (structural invariance) were invariant across the
different languages under examination (Vandenberg &
Lance, 2000). We did not test whether the latent factor
means were invariant across languages because it would
be normal for means to vary depending on the nature of
the job tasks, leadership styles, job design, and other
work-related factors.
Results. Invariance was first tested with the French,
English, and Dutch samples. Results showed that the
MWMS had an invariant configuration in the three lan-
guages, invariant factor loadings (i.e., metric invariance),
and invariant correlations between the latent factors (i.e.,
structure invariance; see Table 2). We then tested the
configural model for each combination of four languages
(the three base languages and adding one more, one at a
time). In all cases, except German, this model obtained a
good fit (see Table 3). The German version yielded a
slightly lower fit for configural invariance, indicating
that the correlated error term may be necessary to ade-
quately model the data in this language. We therefore
stopped at this point with the German sample. In order to
verify metric invariance, we compared the measurement
models in the different combinations of four languages
(see Table 3). We considered a language to be invariant
when the CFI was above .90 and when the change in CFI
between the configural and measurement model did not
decrease by more than .01 (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002).
The Norwegian, Chinese, and Indonesian versions were
metrically invariant. The same method was used to test
for structural invariance. Only the Norwegian version
was found to be structurally invariant. We can therefore
say that the MWMS items are understood in an equiva-
lent manner in at least six of the languages in which it
was developed.
Phase 4: Convergent and discriminant
validity
Table 5 presents the antecedents and outcomes that were
measured in each sample. Notably, some of the measures
were included in only one of the subsamples in a parti-
cular language, which made it impossible to test the
Gagné and Deci (2005) model using mediation analyses.
For example, one French subsample included autonomy
support, whereas another included need satisfaction. We
therefore used zero-order correlations.
Need satisfaction. The Work-Related Basic Need
Satisfaction scale (W-BNS; Van den Broeck et al.,
2010) was used in the Canadian (French and English),
Dutch, and Norwegian samples. It measures the satisfac-
tion of the needs for autonomy (six items, e.g., “I feel
like I can be myself at my job”), competence (six items,
e.g., “I feel competent at my job”), and relatedness (six
items, e.g., “At work, I feel part of a group”). The Basic
Need Satisfaction at Work Scale (BNS-W; Deci et al.,
2001) was used in the Chinese sample, and also mea-
sures the needs for autonomy (seven items, e.g., “I feel
like I can pretty much be myself at work”), competence
(six items, e.g., “I don’t feel very competent at work”
(reversed coded), and relatedness (eight items, e.g.,
“People at work care about me”). Items were answered
on a 1 (“totally disagree”) to 5 (“totally agree”) Likert
scale in both measures. Cronbach’s α were .76, .80, .85,
.82, and .83 for the French, English, Dutch, Norwegian,
and Chinese samples, respectively.
Autonomy support. The autonomy support subscale
from the Perceived Autonomy Support Scale for
employees (Moreau & Mageau, 2012; nine items, e.g.,
“My supervisor gives me many opportunities to make
decisions in my work”) was used in the Canadian
(French) sample, and the Work Climate Questionnaire
was used in the German and Norwegian samples (Baard
et al., 2004; six items, e.g., “I feel that my manager
provides me choices and options”). Items from the two
scales were answered on a 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7
(“strongly agree”) Likert scale. Cronbach’s α were .86,
.92, and .94 for the French, German, and Norwegian
samples, respectively.
Supervisor’s leadership style. The Multifactor
Leadership Questionnaire3 (Bass & Avolio, 1989) was
used in the Canadian (French and English) samples, and
TABLE 3
Fit statistics for each language separately and for invariance tests
Model N S-Bχ2 df CFI RMSEA RMSEA, 90% CI CFI configural invariance CFI metric invariance CFI structural invariance
Norwegian 856 664.68 141 .94 .066 .061, .071 .92 .92 .91
German 187 268.99 141 .89 .070 .057, .082 .89
Chinese 286 493.51 141 .88 .094 .085, .102 .90 .90 .88
Indonesian 218 328.62 141 .93 .078 .067, .089 .91 .90 .89
RMSEA for all invariance analyses were between .032 and .039.
3Used with permission, Mind Garden, Inc., 1690 Woodside Road
#202, Redwood City, CA 94061 USA http://www.mindgarden.com/
from the Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire by Bernard M. Bass
and Bruce J. Avolio. Copyright 1995 by Bernard M. Bass and Bruce J.
Avoli.
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is composed of four different subscales (Avolio et al.,
1999): transformational leadership (20 items), contingent
reward leadership (four items), active management by
exception (four items), and passive leadership (eight
items), answered using a 0 (“not at all”) to 4 (“fre-
quently, if not always”) Likert scale. Cronbach’s α
were .94, .70, .33, and .86 for the French sample, and
.92, .55, .55, and .87 for the English sample. Because
reliabilities for the active management by exception sub-
scale were very poor, results for this subscale are not
reported.
Job design. The Work Design Survey (Morgeson &
Humphrey, 2006) was used in the English Canadian
business student subsample. The following subscales
were rated on a 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly
agree”) Likert scale: job autonomy (nine items, e.g.,
“The job allows me to plan how I do my work”), skill
and task variety (six items, e.g., “The job involves a
great deal of task variety”), task identity (four items,
e.g., “The job allows me to complete work I start”),
task significance (three items, e.g., “The job has a large
impact on people outside the organization”), and feed-
back from the job and from others (six items, e.g., “The
job itself provides feedback on my performance”). All
items were averaged to create a job design score, with a
Cronbach’s α of .88.
Vitality. Vitality was measured in some of the Canadian
(French and English) samples using the French version
(Rousseau & Vallerand, 2003) and the English version of
the vitality scale (Ryan & Frederick, 1997; seven items,
e.g., “I feel energized”), using a 1 (“do not agree at all”)
to 7 (“very strongly agree”) response scale. Vitality was
assessed in the Dutch sample using the vigour subscale
from the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli,
Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002; five items,
e.g., “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”).
Cronbach’s α were .87, .88, and .90 for the French,
English, and Dutch samples, respectively.
Burnout. Burnout was measured using the emotional
exhaustion subscale from the Maslach Burnout Inventory
(Maslach, Jackson, & Leiter, 1996). The validated
French-Canadian version (Dion & Tessier, 1994; four
items, e.g., “I feel emotionally exhausted by my work”)
was used in the French-Canadian samples and the origi-
nal version was used in the English-Canadian sample.
The Dutch version (Schaufeli & Van Dierendonck, 2001;
five items, e.g., “I feel totally exhausted on my job”) was
used with the Dutch sample. The English version was
translated in Mandarin for the Chinese sample.
Participants indicated their level of agreement with
each item to assess how they felt in the past year on a
0 (“never”) to 6 (“every day”) Likert scale. Cronbach’s α
was .90 in all four samples.
TABLE 5
Constructs measured and analyses conducted in each sample
French English Dutch Norwegian German Indonesian Chinese
Phase 1
Item development X X X
Phase 2
Item selection—EFA X X X
Intercorrelations X X X X X X X
Reliabilities X X X X X X X
Factor structure—CFA X X X X X X X
Phase 3
Invariance X X X X X X X
Phase 4
Criterion-related and discriminant validity
Antecedents
Need satisfaction X X X X X
Autonomy-support X X X
Leadership style X X
Job design X
Consequences
Vitality X X X
Emotional exhaustion X X X X X
Affective commitment X X
Proficiency X X
Adaptivity X X
Proactivity X X
Overall performance X X
Job effort X
Turnover intention X X
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Affective commitment. Affective commitment was
measured using Meyer and Allen’s (1997) measure of
affective commitment in the Canadian (French) and
Norwegian samples (6 items; e.g., “this organization
has a great deal of personal meaning for me”), and was
scored on a 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree)
Likert scale. Cronbach’s α was .85 in both samples.
Work role performance. Work role performance
(defined as “the total set of performance responsibilities
associated with one’s employment”; Murphy & Jackson,
1999, p. 335) was self-reported using Griffin, Neal, and
Parker’s (2007) scale in one of the French-Canadian
subsamples and in the Chinese sample. The self-report
version has been shown to have superior validity com-
pared with a supervisor report version (Griffin et al.,
2007). This scale is composed three different subscales:
proficiency (e.g., fulfilling the prescribed or predictable
requirements or role), adaptivity (e.g., coping with,
responding to, and supporting change), and proactivity
(e.g., initiating change, being self-starting, and being
future-directed). These individual behaviours were mea-
sured at the individual (i.e., contributing to individual
effectiveness), the team (i.e., contributing to team effec-
tiveness), and the organization levels (i.e., contributing
to organizational effectiveness), and scored on a 1
(“strongly disagree”) to 5 (“strongly agree”) Likert
scale. In the French sample, Cronbach’s α were .82,
.91, .93 for proficiency, adaptivity, and proactivity sub-
scales. In the Chinese sample, Cronbach’s α were .85,
.89, and .92.
Job effort. Job effort was self-reported in the
Norwegian sample with a five-item scale (Kuvaas,
2006; e.g., “I often spend extra effort in carrying out
my job”), scored on a 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 5
(“strongly agree”) Likert scale. Cronbach’s α was .89.
Turnover intentions. Turnover intentions were mea-
sured in the French MBA students subsample with two
items adapted from Hom and Griffeth (1991) and from
Jaros (1997; e.g., “I often think about quitting this orga-
nization”). In the Norwegian sample, it was assessed
with six items, three future-oriented items (e.g., “I fre-
quently think about quitting my job”) taken from
O’Driscoll and Beehr (1994) and three past-oriented
items (e.g., “I have pretty regular thoughts of finding a
new job”) taken from Luchak and Gellatly (2007). Items
were scored on a 1 (“strongly disagree”) to 7 (“strongly
agree”) Likert scale. Cronbach’s α were .81, and .90 for
the French and Norwegian samples, respectively.
Results. Correlations of the work motivation subscales
with antecedents and outcomes are presented in Tables 6
and 7. Because some of the samples were large, which
boosts levels of significance, we interpreted the effect
sizes. To test the hypothesis that relations between
antecedents, need satisfaction, work motivation, and
work-related outcomes are cross-culturally equivalent,
we used Cochran’s Q-statistic, which provides informa-
tion about the degree of homogeneity of the correlations.
Though it provides a metric to evaluate whether there are
differences in the size of the relations between variables,
we must bear in mind that we had very few samples to
conduct these analyses (between two and five per test).
As samples were heterogeneous in terms of job type and
organization type, statistically heterogeneous results may
reflect not only cross-cultural forces, but also organiza-
tional differences, labour conditions, job types, and other
uncontrolled factors.
Results generally follow the hypothesized pattern of
relationships between motivation forms, antecedents, and
outcomes, such that correlations go from negative with
amotivation to positive with intrinsic (and vice versa for
variables that are considered negative antecedents and
outcomes). As hypothesized, the three psychological
needs were positively related to autonomous types of
motivation in all samples, though the size of their effects
significantly varied across samples for competence and
autonomy. The three needs were also unexpectedly posi-
tively related to introjection in three samples, though
with smaller effects than with autonomous types, and
they also varied significantly across samples. The needs
were almost always unrelated to external regulation, and
all negatively related to amotivation, but again with
significant variance. Notably, results from the Chinese
sample did not stand out in relation to the “Western”
samples. Variation in the correlations are thus likely not
due to national culture (e.g., collectivism), but from
other sample differences.
As expected, autonomy support was positively related
to autonomous types of motivation in all samples: its
relations with intrinsic motivation were homogeneous,
and slightly heterogeneous for identified regulation.
Autonomy support was also unexpectedly positively
related to introjection in two samples, and nonsignifi-
cantly negative in the third. It was homogeneously unre-
lated to external regulation, and negatively related to
amotivation (with significant variance in the size of the
effect). Transformational leadership was homogeneously
positively related to autonomous and surprisingly also
with controlled motivation (except with external regula-
tion in the English sample) and consistently negatively
related to amotivation across samples. Contingent reward
leadership was homogeneously positively related to
autonomous motivation, and negatively related to amo-
tivation. The relation of contingent reward leadership to
controlled motivation was significantly positive in the
French sample and nonsignificantly negative in the
English sample. This difference could be due to a differ-
ent interpretation of contingent reward leadership across
languages: contingent reward leadership often correlates
with transformational leadership and emphasizes praise
more than tangible rewards (Bass & Riggio, 2006), with
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praise having been positively related to intrinsic motiva-
tion (Deci et al., 1999). Passive leadership was homo-
geneously negatively related to autonomous motivation
(though less homogeneously for intrinsic motivation),
unrelated to controlled motivation, and negatively related
to amotivation. Job design was, as expected, positively
related to autonomous motivation, less so with controlled
motivation (though significantly with introjection), and
negatively related to amotivation.
Among the hypothesized outcomes of work motiva-
tion, vitality was positively related to autonomous moti-
vation, though the effects varied significantly. It was
surprisingly unrelated to controlled motivation (though
there was one small positive relation with introjection),
and negatively related to amotivation, again with var-
iance. The opposite pattern was found for emotional
exhaustion. There was variance in correlations with
intrinsic motivation, though all were in the expected
direction. Affective commitment was positively related
to autonomous motivation, with significant variance. It
was unexpectedly positively related to controlled moti-
vation (though with smaller effects), and negatively
related to amotivation. Self-reported job effort was also
positively related to autonomous motivation, as it was
with introjected regulation. It was weakly positively
related to external regulation (though it was significant
due to the large sample size), and negatively to amotiva-
tion. Finally, turnover intentions were negatively related
to autonomous motivation, unrelated to controlled moti-
vation (though one correlation was positive), and posi-
tively related to amotivation as expected (with significant
variance for all subscales).
Self-reported performance, regardless of type, was
always positively related to identified regulation. The
variance in these relations, though significant, was not
large. Intrinsic motivation was also positively related to
all three types of performance, but with more variability.
In particular for the French sample, correlations with
intrinsic motivation were weaker and even nonsignificant
in the case of proactive performance, supporting the
TABLE 6
Correlations between motivation with antecedents, and Q-statistics
Introjected regulation
Variable Language N Amotivation
External
regulation r
Partial
r
Identified
regulation
Intrinsic
motivation
Need for autonomy French 345 –.34*** .05 .15** –.01 .39*** .47***
English 62 –.29* –.13 –.08 –.19* .07 .37**
Dutch 530 –.32*** –.06 .18*** –.03 .34*** .57***
Norwegian 856 –.27*** –.11*** .06 –.10** .30*** .54***
Chinese 305 –.19** –.07 .17* .14* .36*** .40***
Q(4) 11.18* 13.19* 17.43** 15.92** 32.51***
Need for competence French 345 –.18*** –.20** .03 –.04 .23*** .26***
English 62 –.31* –.13 .09 –.17* .13 .29*
Dutch 530 –.04 .01 .16*** .03 .23*** .27***
Norwegian 856 –.20*** –.02 .16*** .03 .27*** .33***
Chinese 305 –.38*** –.06 .20*** .24*** .42*** .45***
Q(4) 53.45*** 22.15*** 12.34** 24.27*** 21.70***
Need for relatedness French 345 –.18*** .10 .10 –.04 .20*** .31***
English 62 –.12 –.15 –.08 –.17* .05 .35**
Dutch 530 –.23*** .01 .18*** .03 .28*** .38***
Norwegian 856 –.28*** –.04 .11*** .00 .22*** .34***
Chinese 305 –.36*** –.07 .22*** .16** .37*** .36***
Q(4) 17.38** 14.89** 14.67** 21.25*** 3.14
Autonomy-support French 152 –.26** –.01 .18** –.02 .35*** .36***
German 172 –.10 –.09 –.09 –.14* .17* .32***
Norwegian 856 –.25*** .04 .07* –.04 .21*** .39***
Q(2) 7.42* 5.03 12.34** 7.25* 2.18
Transformational
leadership
French 335 –.16** .17** .24*** .05 .39*** .44***
English 62 –.33* –.01 .24 –.03 .43*** .50***
Q(1) 3.35 3.46 0.00 0.22 0.60
Contingent reward
leadership
French 335 –.16 .19*** .24*** .17* .32*** .40***
English 62 –.20 –.02 –.01 –.19* .24 .28*
Q(1) 0.16 4.73* 6.85** 0.87 2.17
Passive leadership French 335 .15** –.04 –.13* –.06 –.21*** –.31***
English 62 .40** –.02 –.10 .04 –.24 –.04
Q(1) 7.58** 0.04 0.10 0.09 8.47**
Job design English 94 –.44*** .20 .27** .16** .41*** .37***
Degrees of freedom are shown in parenthesis for the Q-statistic. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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assumption that identified motivation is likely to be more
strongly related to performance than intrinsic motivation,
especially when work involves having to engage in less
interesting tasks (Gagné & Deci, 2005). The French
sample used in this case consisted of bureaucrats work-
ing for a government agency, who perhaps found their
work less interesting or stimulating. In the same sample,
we also found that proficiency and proactivity were
unexpectedly positively related to controlled motivation,
whereas adaptivity was not. Still, correlations between
performance and controlled motivation were smaller than
the ones with autonomous motivation. Proficiency and
adaptivity were homogeneously negatively related to
amotivation, whereas proactivity was unrelated.
Although the pattern of correlations between the dif-
ferent regulatory styles and both outcomes and antece-
dents generally followed a typical pattern, with
correlations becoming increasingly positive or increas-
ingly negative as one moves along the different sub-
types, the positive associations between introjected
regulation and several variables stand out. Because
these associations might be due to the shared variance
with identified regulation, we ran a series of additional
partial correlations to examine whether introjected reg-
ulation would still relate strongly to both outcomes and
antecedents while partially out its shared variance with
identified regulation. In Tables 6 and 7, the second
coefficient in the column for introjected regulation is
the partial correlation between introjected regulation
and measured outcomes, when controlling for identified
regulation. As can be noticed, several of the observed
significant correlations between introjection and mea-
sured variables became more in line with our hypoth-
eses, for 14 out of 25 correlations with antecedents, and
for 11 out of 18 correlations with outcomes. This sug-
gests that the observed associations between introjected
regulation and other variables are in many cases
spurious.
DISCUSSION
The present research developed and tested a new mea-
sure of work motivation, the Multidimensional Work
Motivation Scale (MWMS), based on the multidimen-
sional conceptualization of motivation offered by self-
determination theory. It tested for the reliability, factorial
structure, and validity of this new scale across seven
languages and nine different countries varying in their
culture. As SDT-based organizational research is on the
rise (see for recent examples Grant & Berry, 2011;
Greguras & Diefendorff, 2007; Liu & Fu, 2011; van
Beek, Hu, Schaufeli, Taris, & Schreurs, 2011; Van den
TABLE 7
Correlations between motivation with outcomes, and Q-statistics
Introjected regulation
Variable Language N Amotivation External regulation r Partial r Identified regulation Intrinsic motivation
Vitality French 241 –.30*** –.01 .06 –.10* .35*** .46***
English 62 –.46*** –.05 .23 –.26* .60*** .65***
Dutch 530 –.16*** –.05 .19*** –.02 .35*** .46***
Q(2) 16.76*** 0.54 6.61* 12.33** 9.20*
Emotional exhaustion French 380 .22*** .10 .04 .07 –.17** –.30***
English 62 .32* –.02 –.01 .12 –.16 –.40**
Dutch 530 .26*** .14*** –.09* .03 –.19*** –.37***
Chinese 305 .32*** .14* –.05 .16** –.19*** –.19***
Q(3) 4.50 3.45 7.68 0.31 16.98***
Affective commitment French 505 –.37*** .14** .26*** –.14 .49*** .51***
Norwegian 856 –.04 .11** .12*** –.02 .28*** .35***
Q(1) 77.40*** 0.59 13.59*** 41.50*** 26.75***
Proficiency French 139 –.26*** .37*** .29*** .12* .33*** .26***
Chinese 305 –.35*** .06 .25*** .20** .46*** .42***
Q(1) 2.01 20.46*** 0.35 5.04* 6.78**
Adaptivity French 139 –.19* .07 .13 –.01 .31*** .17*
Chinese 305 –.25*** .06 .27*** .18** .43*** .46***
Q(1) 0.79 0.02 4.18* 4.05* 21.64***
Proactivity French 139 –.11 .20* .29*** –.01 .27** .14
Chinese 305 –.09 .03 .23*** .09 .42*** .48***
Q(1) 0.08 5.64* 0.79 6.02* 27.76***
Job effort Norwegian 856 –.34*** .02*** .34*** .15** .48*** .45***
Turnover intention French 202 .37*** .17* –.12 .09 –.38*** –.47***
Norwegian 856 .19*** .05 .05 .10* –.09** –.23***
Q(1) 12.67*** 4.80* 9.44** 31.13*** 25.31***
Degrees of freedom are shown in parenthesis for the Q-statistic. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.
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Broeck, Lens, De Witte, & Van Coillie, 2013), there is a
growing need for a scale like the MWMS to foster future
research that will continue to rigorously and accurately
assess relations between the different types of motivation
and organizationally relevant variables.
The MWMS improves over similar work motivation
scales in several ways. First, evidence for its factorial
validity exists for seven languages across nine different
country samples. The German version of the scale was
the least invariant of all languages, but still showed a
good fit to the basic factor structure and displayed
expected relations with outcomes. The problem in this
version seemed to lie with the introjection subscale, for
which other problems have been pointed out (Assor
et al., 2009). Operationalizations for introjected regula-
tion, as will be discussed later, may therefore require
additional investigation. Interestingly, the languages for
which the factor loadings were found to vary were not
necessarily languages that were from different language
families as those for which factor loadings were invar-
iant. Though it would be better if the MWMS were
completely invariant across languages, we know of no
other validated scales meeting this criterion across such a
large number of languages and for a factor structure as
complex as the MWMS (e.g., Gagné et al., 2010;
Schaufeli, Bakker, & Salanova, 2006). The MWMS
also emphasizes the theorized contingency imbedded in
the definition of controlled motivation more strongly
than previous scales through a change in the stem ques-
tion, which now focuses on reasons for putting efforts at
work. Finally, it balances out approach and avoidance
motivation in order to avoid confounding motivational
constructs, as other scales have been criticized for (Assor
et al., 2009). Finally, the external regulation subscale
includes material and social rewards and punishments,
a balance that has never been considered in previous
scales and that could be used to study the differential
effects of these different types of contingencies in future
research. These additional features offer unique opportu-
nities to steer research into new directions.
Depending on the research question, scholars can use
the subscales of the MWMS separately to examine their
discrete effects (Koestner & Losier, 2002), or can aggre-
gate them into autonomous and controlled types to sim-
plify analyses. This technique and the use of person-
level approaches, such as the use of cluster analysis or
latent profile analysis (e.g., Van den Broeck et al., 2013),
is advised over using the relative autonomy index
(Grolnick & Ryan, 1987), which consists of subtracting
controlled motivation from autonomous motivation. The
use of difference scores has been heavily criticized in
psychology and management for masking the effects of
their respective variables or unduly attributing results to
them (Edwards, 2001; Johns, 1981; Judge, Bono, Erez,
& Locke, 2005).
We found that motivation type matters in all of the
cultures and organizational contexts examined here:
some types of motivation do not yield the same out-
comes as other types of motivation. The motivation
subscales were related mostly in expected directions
with known and hypothesized antecedents and outcomes
that are relevant to the domain of organizational psychol-
ogy. Autonomous types of motivation were positively
related to the satisfaction of the psychological needs for
autonomy, competence, and relatedness, as well as with
job design, autonomy-support, and managerial leader-
ship (especially transformational). Controlled motivation
types were unrelated to need satisfaction and autonomy
support, but were related to other types of more or less
supportive and controlling leadership behaviours.
However, we found that introjected regulation was
often positively related to good outcomes, albeit less
strongly than with autonomous types of motivation.
Controlling for its adjacent autonomous motivation
type, identified regulation, many of these relations dis-
appeared. More research on introjected regulation should
be conducted to uncover whether this is a function of
how introjection is operationalized in SDT-based mea-
sures, and whether one should split its approach and
avoidance components. As with recent research on orga-
nizational commitment, perhaps introjected regulation
would yield different results depending on how it is
paired with other forms of motivation (e.g., external
regulation versus more autonomous forms of motiva-
tion). Normative commitment has been shown to lead
to different outcomes depending on whether it is paired
with continuance or with affective commitment (Gellatly,
Meyer, & Luchak, 2006). As suggested earlier, the use of
motivational profiles as an alternative to considering the
types of motivation as unrelated variables may shed
some new light in this matter. Amotivation was nega-
tively related to need satisfaction, autonomy support, and
transformational leadership, and was positively related to
passive leadership, which is consistent with the idea that
it reflects some helplessness and meaninglessness
(Legault, Green-Demers, & Pelletier, 2006). Though
these effects sometimes varied across samples, they
were mostly in the expected directions. Future research
could evaluate if the strength of these relations may be
moderated by cultural, organizational, or job factors.
Autonomous motivation was also positively related to
important outcomes, such as vitality, emotional exhaus-
tion, affective commitment, performance, personal initia-
tive, effort and turnover intentions. Notably in the
French sample, and in support of Gagné and Deci
(2005), performance was more highly correlated to iden-
tified than to intrinsic motivation. This is not surprising
in the work context, as many tasks that must be done in
many jobs are not inherently interesting (Fernet et al.,
2008; Koestner & Losier, 2002). This suggests that it
may be more practical for the organization to promote
the internalization of the value of the task (i.e., promot-
ing identified regulation), rather than trying to make the
tasks more fun (i.e., promoting intrinsic motivation). The
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results also show that autonomous motivation is as
important for proficiency as it is for adaptivity and
proactivity at work. This provides evidence for the sug-
gestion that proficiency cannot be equated with work
simplicity (Griffin et al., 2007). Instead, proficiency is
defined as doing one’s core job tasks correctly, no matter
how complex the tasks are. For example, a physician’s
core tasks are far from simple, and thus performance of
these core tasks should be highly related to autonomous
work motivation. Moreover, recent research on task pro-
totypicality shows that the performance of nonprototypi-
cal tasks requires higher levels of autonomous work
motivation compared to prototypical tasks, which seem
to be invariably autonomously motivated (therefore
creating a ceiling effect, which causes nonsignificant
effects; Adriasola, Unsworth, & Day, 2012). This could
happen because what attracts people to a profession or
job may be what is prototypical about it, thereby creating
a basic (ceiling) level of autonomous work motivation
for these particular tasks. This example shows how com-
plex the concept of work performance is, and how
important it is to take into consideration this complexity
if we want to develop a better understanding of the role
work motivation plays in promoting performance.
The criterion validity of the MWMS appears to be
superior to the criterion validity of other work motiva-
tion scales based on SDT, possibly because of the afore-
mentioned changes brought through this new scale. For
example, Gagné et al.’s (2010) external and introjected
regulation measures were more highly related to satisfac-
tion of the need for autonomy (which should not be the
case) than were the equivalent MWMS subscales. This
may indicate that the MWMS more successfully captures
the theorized contingency between behaviour and out-
comes within the controlled motivation subscales.
Previous scales (e.g., Gagné et al., 2010; Tremblay
et al., 2009) also failed to show that turnover intentions
were positively related to external regulation and highly
negatively related to autonomous forms of motivation, as
we had hypothesized and found with the MWMS sub-
scale. Finally, affective commitment was more highly
related to introjected and identified regulation in these
previous scales than in the MWMS. Though we would
expect affective commitment to relate positively to iden-
tified regulation, this should not be the case for intro-
jected regulation (Gagné et al., 2008). Finally, emotional
exhaustion also showed stronger negative relations with
the MWMS autonomous motivation subscales than with
Blais et al.’s (1993) subscales.
Though not explicitly stated in any writing, we often
assume that self-determination theory would predict
negative relations between controlled types of motiva-
tion and outcomes. Instead, most of the research
(Chemolli, Gagné, & Koestner, 2012), including the
present study, shows that external regulation is not
highly related to any of the antecedents and outcomes
that are typically related to autonomous forms of
motivation, and that introjected regulation is often posi-
tively related to them, albeit with smaller effect sizes.
This is counterintuitive, given that many human resource
practices focus on increasing external regulation through
performance monitoring and pay-for performance com-
pensation systems (Gagné & Bhave, 2010; Gagné &
Forest, 2008). More research on controlled forms of
motivation is needed to assess their impact on other
behaviours, perhaps unwanted ones, such as deviant
and unethical behaviours.
Strengths and limitations
This research has several strengths, including the careful
creation and selection of items, stringent invariance ana-
lyses, and complex sampling. Indeed, data gathered to
validate the MWMS were obtained in seven languages
across nine countries varying widely in their cultural
values and economic systems, and across a wide variety
of organizations and jobs. This heterogeneity offers
some confidence to claim that the MWMS is equally
applicable across these different languages, countries,
and organizational contexts. Offering researchers a
cross-culturally validated scale will allow them to con-
duct stringent research on cross-cultural similarities and
differences in motivational processes in work
environments.
This research also has limitations, the first one being
that all data were collected cross-sectionally using self-
reports, which could lead to common method variance
(CMV) issues. However, in this study not all correlations
were statistically significant, despite some large samples.
This indicates that the relationships found are less likely
to be spurious (Spector, 2006). An additional CFA in the
French, English, and Dutch sample, adding a common
factor, showed a slight increase in fit, but only very small
changes to factor loadings (cf. Johnson, Rosen, &
Djurdjevic, 2011), which indicates no serious CMV pro-
blems in the factorial structure of the scale. Though the
social desirability of the MWMS was not assessed, data
from similar scales, such as the Blais et al. (1993) scale,
found very low relations between the SDT-based moti-
vation scales and the Marlowe-Crowne scale.
Another limitation is that the MWMS does not
include an integrated regulation subscale, which is a
form of extrinsic motivation that is more fully interna-
lized than identified regulation. First, this is because
previously published scales that contain an integration
subscale typically show that it can hardly be statistically
separated from identified and intrinsic motivation sub-
scales (Mallett, Kawabata, Newcombe, Otero-Forero, &
Jackson, 2007; Tremblay et al., 2009; Vallerand et al.,
1992). Our first round of data analysis included nine
possible integration items, but, because they showed
the same factorial problems, they were dropped.
Second, to date no research has demonstrated that inte-
gration accounts for additional variance in outcomes
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after including identified or intrinsic motivation. This
brought us to question the value of adding an integrated
regulation subscale to the MWMS, since it would
lengthen the measure with no apparent benefits. Third,
items that measure integrated motivation in other scales
are questionable in terms of their face value. They often
resemble items that measure passion towards an activity
(e.g., “Because it has become a fundamental part of who
I am”; Tremblay et al., 2009). Passion explicitly mea-
sures simultaneously people’s “social identity” to the
activity and their motivation for it (Vallerand et al.,
2003), and therefore differs from “mere” motivation.
As very little self-determination theory research has
examined individual differences that might influence
need satisfaction and the development of work motiva-
tion, future research could focus on examining such traits
as causality orientations (Deci & Ryan, 1985b), and
more classic personality traits such as the HEXACO
(Lee & Ashton, 2004), which may colour people’s inter-
pretations of, and reactions to, work-relevant events. For
example, Gagné et al. (2010) found that trait optimism
was positively related to autonomous but not to con-
trolled forms of motivation. Researchers could also
study other situational factors, such as team cohesion
and compensation systems (Gagné & Forest, 2008),
and test how manipulations of motivation would yield
different motivational scores on the MWMS. Finally, the
MWMS offers the opportunity for future research to
examine potential differential antecedents and outcomes
of social versus material external regulation. As past
research has shown that tangible rewards may have
more debilitating effects on intrinsic motivation than
praise (a social reward; Deci et al., 1999), it would be
interesting to examine this issue in the work domain.
CONCLUSION
As businesses and organizations are globalizing,
researchers and practitioners must find ways to help
managers and organizations engage diverse employees.
To accomplish this, they must understand how to this
can be achieved. Self-determination theory offers a fra-
mework that is cross-culturally valid, and which shows
that employees who feel autonomous, competent, and
related to others are more likely to be truly engaged no
matter what their background is (Meyer & Gagné, 2008).
We hope the MWMS will help the proliferation of orga-
nizational research that uses the SDT framework, which
has yielded very useful results in other fields (Deci &
Ryan, 2008).
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APPENDIX
The Multidimensional Work Motivation Scale (MWMS)
Amotivation
Am1 I don't, because I really feel that I'm wasting my time at work.
Am2 I do little because I don’t think this work is worth putting efforts into.
Am3 I don’t know why I’m doing this job, it’s pointless work.
Extrinsic regulation—social
Ext-Soc1 To get others’ approval (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …).
Ext-Soc2 Because others will respect me more (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …).
Ext-Soc3 To avoid being criticized by others (e.g., supervisor, colleagues, family, clients …).
Extrinsic regulation—material
Ext-Mat1 Because others will reward me financially only if I put enough effort in my job (e.g., employer, supervisor …).
Ext-Mat2 Because others offer me greater job security if I put enough effort in my job (e.g., employer, supervisor …).
Ext-Mat3 Because I risk losing my job if I don’t put enough effort in it.
Introjected regulation
Introj1 Because I have to prove to myself that I can.
Introj2 Because it makes me feel proud of myself.
Introj3 Because otherwise I will feel ashamed of myself.
Introj4 Because otherwise I will feel bad about myself.
Identified regulation
Ident1 Because I personally consider it important to put efforts in this job.
Ident2 Because putting efforts in this job aligns with my personal values.
Ident3 Because putting efforts in this job has personal significance to me.
Intrinsic motivation
Intrin1 Because I have fun doing my job.
Intrin2 Because what I do in my work is exciting.
Intrin3 Because the work I do is interesting.
The stem is “Why do you or would you put efforts into your current job?” and is accompanied by the scale: 1 = “not at all”, 2 = “very little”, 3 = “a
little”, 4 = “moderately”, 5 = “strongly”, 6 = “very strongly”, 7= “completely”. The scale can be obtained in other languages by contacting the first or
second authors.
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